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loose-jointedness of the current economic science was
afforded by the astounding diversity of meaning attach-
ing to the term in general use to describe the subject-
matter of that science. Mr. Rusldn has indeed most
ample ground for his sarcastic commentary upon J. S.
Mill's declaration, that " Every one has a notion, suffi-
ciently correct for common purposes, of what is meant
by wealth."* In fact, we find almost every economist
with a special definition of his own; some including
everything with an exchange-value whether it is material
or not, others excluding non-material goods ; some
including, others excluding, human skill, honesty,
and serviceable human qualities; some insisting upon
permanency as a condition of wealth* Whatever defi-
nition is taken new difficulties arise by reason of the
shifting character of industry and social institutions.
The liberation of slaves causes a reduction of national
wealth, the enclosure of common lands an increase;
when brewing and baking are no longer done at home
new industries and new orders of industrial wealth
come into being, Most of the work of women, domestic
in character, is not " productive of wealth " because its
results are not exchangeable. The natural resources
of a country, its climate and conformation, its rivers,
&c., are they to be classed as wealth ? The highways,
public buildings, and other strictly non-saleable pro-
perty, in what sense is it wealth ?

Such questions, and they may be multiplied almost
indefinitely, indicate that "wealth" and "the industrial
system " are not such clearly separable divisions of the
totality of things as could be desired for the establish-
ment of a science. The actual and increasing trans-
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